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JOHNSTON, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. MACK, Mr.
MCCAIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. MURKOW-
SKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. PELL, Mr.
REID, Mr. ROBB, Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
Mr. ROTH, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SIMON,
Mr. SMITH, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SPECTER,
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. THUR-
MOND, and Mr. WELLSTONE):

S. Res. 295. A resolution to designate Octo-
ber 18, 1996, as ‘‘National Mammography
Day’’; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. KOHL:
S. 2088. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a cred-
it against tax for employers who pro-
vide childcare assistance for depend-
ents of their employees, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

THE CHILD CARE INFRASTRUCTURE ACT

∑ Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, as we
reach the end of the 104th Congress, we
can be proud of the business we have
finished, and we should look forward to
finishing the business we have just
begun. In that spirit, I introduce the
Child Care Infrastructure Act of 1996—
a tax credit designed to encourage em-
ployers to increase the supply of qual-
ity child care by providing it to their
employees.

My bill responds to the challenges
presented by the landmark welfare leg-
islation recently enacted. And it re-
sponds to the fundamental changes in
the American economy that have led to
parents entering the workforce in
record numbers.

Already in my State of Wisconsin, 67
percent of the women with children
under 6 are in the workforce, yet there
is only 1 accredited child care center
for every 2,800 of these kids. Wisconsin
has 6,500 children from 4,000 families on
waiting lists for child care. What is
most amazing is that Wisconsin, even
with this sort of supply bottleneck, is
considered by many to be one of the
best States in which to find quality
child care.

With the advent of welfare reform,
and the movement of more mothers of
young children into the workforce, the
shortage of good child care will only
get worse. Conservative estimates show
that at least 8,000 new, full-time child
care slots will be needed in Milwaukee
County alone to provide for the chil-
dren of welfare mothers moving into
work.

Quality child care is the answer on
many levels to the challenges of an
economy fueled more and more by
working parents. Safe child care is the
link that makes it possible for welfare
mothers to move from dependency to a
decent job. Stimulating child care
gives our youngest children a leg up on
a lifetime of learning. Employer-pro-
vided child care gives working parents
the peace of mind to perform their jobs
well.

The Child Care Infrastructure Act of
1996 creates a tax credit for employers
who get involved in increasing the sup-
ply of quality child care. The credit
goes to employers who engage in ac-
tivities like: building and subsidizing
an entire child care center, reserving
slots in a child care center for employ-
ees, or contracting with a resource and
referral agency to provide services such
as placement or the design of a family
day care network to employees. The
credit is designed so that any company
—small or large—has an incentive to
get involved in the provision of quality
child care to its employees.

The credit is limited to 50 percent of
$150,000 per year. The credit will sunset
after 3 years. With this legislation, I
want to encourage companies to con-
sider providing child care as an em-
ployee benefit. However, I believe, and
study after study has shown, that once
a company offers this benefit, they will
want to continue it even without a tax
write-off. That is because companies
that provide child care find their work-
ers stay in their jobs longer (cutting
training costs), have higher morale,
work harder, and take less sick leave.

I had the opportunity during the Au-
gust recess to visit Quad Graphics, a
large printing firm in Wisconsin that is
known for its provision of quality child
care to its employees through on-site
child care centers. Quad Graphics is
one of Working Mothers magazine’s
‘‘100 Best Companies’’—primarily be-
cause of the quality of its on-site child
care centers. Talking to the parents of
children at one of those centers—seeing
the happy and healthy children greet-
ing their parents on their breaks and
at lunch—was all the evidence I needed
to convince me that we ought to be en-
couraging this sort of corporate in-
volvement nationwide. Their 24 hour
facility improves the company’s bot-
tom line—Quad Graphics is able to at-
tract and retain dedicated employees
who want a job that allows them to be
near their children. And that day care
center improves the participating fam-
ilies’ bottom line as well—many par-
ents I spoke with told me they would
not be able to work, or to work well, if
they had to worry each day about
whether their children were cared for,
safe, and happy.

The 21st century economy will be one
in which more of us are working, and
more of us are trying to balance work
and family. How well we adjust to that
balance will determine how strong we
are as an economy and as a nation of
families. My legislation is an attempt
to encourage businesses to play an ac-
tive role in this deeply important tran-
sition.

In the 1950’s, Federal, State, local
governments, communities and busi-
nesses banded together to build a high-
way system that is the most impres-
sive in the world. Those roads allowed
our economy to flourish and our people
to move safely and quickly to work. In
the 1990’s, we need the same sort of na-
tional, comprehensive effort to build

safe and affordable child care for our
children. As more and more parents—of
all income levels—move into the work
force, they need access to quality child
care just as much as their parents
needed quality highways to drive to
work. And if we are successful—and I
plan to be successful—in the 21st cen-
tury excellent child care—like the care
these kids are getting—will be as com-
mon as interstate highways.

Child care is an investment that is
good for children, good for business,
good for our States, and good for the
Nation. We need to involve every level
of government—and private commu-
nities and private businesses—in build-
ing a child care infrastructure that is
the best in the world. My legislation is
a first, essential step toward this end.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of my legislation and
a section-by-section summary be
placed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 2088

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Child Care
Infrastructure Act of 1996’’.

SEC. 2. ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT FOR EMPLOYER
EXPENSES FOR CHILD CARE ASSIST-
ANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to business re-
lated credits) is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:

‘‘SEC. 45D. EMPLOYER-PROVIDED CHILD CARE
CREDIT.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section
38, the employer-provided child care credit
determined under this section for the taxable
year is an amount equal to 50 percent of the
qualified child care expenditures of the tax-
payer for such taxable year.

‘‘(b) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The credit al-
lowable under subsection (a) for any taxable
year shall not exceed $150,000.

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED CHILD CARE EXPENDITURE.—
The term ‘qualified child care expenditure’
means any amount paid or incurred—

‘‘(A) to acquire, construct, rehabilitate, or
expand property—

‘‘(i) which is to be used as part of a quali-
fied child care facility of the taxpayer,

‘‘(ii) with respect to which a deduction for
depreciation (or amortization in lieu of de-
preciation) is allowable, and

‘‘(iii) which does not constitute part of the
principal residence (within the meaning of
section 1034) of the taxpayer or any employee
of the taxpayer,

‘‘(B) for the operating costs of a qualified
child care facility of the taxpayer, including
costs related to the training of employees, to
scholarship programs, and to the providing
of increased compensation to employees with
higher levels of child care training,

‘‘(C) under a contract with a qualified child
care facility to provide dependent care serv-
ices to employees of the taxpayer, or

‘‘(D) under a contract to provide dependent
care resource and referral services to em-
ployees of the taxpayer.
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‘‘(2) QUALIFIED CHILD CARE FACILITY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified

child care facility’ means a facility—
‘‘(i) the principal use of which is to provide

dependent care assistance, and
‘‘(ii) which meets the requirements of all

applicable laws and regulations of the State
or local government in which it is located,
including, but not limited to, the licensing of
the facility as a child care facility.

Clause (i) shall not apply to a facility which
is the principal residence (within the mean-
ing of section 1034) of the operator of the fa-
cility.

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULES WITH RESPECT TO A TAX-
PAYER.—A facility shall not be treated as a
qualified child care facility with respect to a
taxpayer unless—

‘‘(i) enrollment in the facility is open to
employees of the taxpayer during the taxable
year,

‘‘(ii) the facility is not the principal trade
or business of the taxpayer unless at least 30
percent of the enrollees of such facility are
dependents of employees of the taxpayer, and

‘‘(iii) the use of such facility (or the eligi-
bility to use such facility) does not discrimi-
nate in favor of employees of the taxpayer
who are highly compensated employees
(within the meaning of section 414(q)).

‘‘(d) RECAPTURE OF ACQUISITION AND CON-
STRUCTION CREDIT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If, as of the close of any
taxable year, there is a recapture event with
respect to any qualified child care facility of
the taxpayer, then the tax of the taxpayer
under this chapter for such taxable year
shall be increased by an amount equal to the
product of—

‘‘(A) the applicable recapture percentage,
and

‘‘(B) the aggregate decrease in the credits
allowed under section 38 for all prior taxable
years which would have resulted if the quali-
fied child care expenditures of the taxpayer
described in subsection (c)(1)(A) with respect
to such facility had been zero.

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE RECAPTURE PERCENTAGE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-

section, the applicable recapture percentage
shall be determined from the following table:

The applicable
recapture

‘‘If the recapture event
occurs in:

percentage is:

Years 1–3 ...................... 100
Year 4 .......................... 85
Year 5 .......................... 70
Year 6 .......................... 55
Year 7 .......................... 40
Year 8 .......................... 25
Years 9 and 10 .............. 10
Years 11 and thereafter 0.

‘‘(B) YEARS.—For purposes of subparagraph
(A), year 1 shall begin on the first day of the
taxable year in which the qualified child
care facility is placed in service by the tax-
payer.

‘‘(3) RECAPTURE EVENT DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘recapture
event’ means—

‘‘(A) CESSATION OF OPERATION.—The ces-
sation of the operation of the facility as a
qualified child care facility.

‘‘(B) CHANGE IN OWNERSHIP.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

clause (ii), the disposition of a taxpayer’s in-
terest in a qualified child care facility with
respect to which the credit described in sub-
section (a) was allowable.

‘‘(ii) AGREEMENT TO ASSUME RECAPTURE LI-
ABILITY.—Clause (i) shall not apply if the
person acquiring such interest in the facility
agrees in writing to assume the recapture li-
ability of the person disposing of such inter-
est in effect immediately before such disposi-

tion. In the event of such an assumption, the
person acquiring the interest in the facility
shall be treated as the taxpayer for purposes
of assessing any recapture liability (com-
puted as if there had been no change in own-
ership).

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(A) TAX BENEFIT RULE.—The tax for the

taxable year shall be increased under para-
graph (1) only with respect to credits allowed
by reason of this section which were used to
reduce tax liability. In the case of credits
not so used to reduce tax liability, the
carryforwards and carrybacks under section
39 shall be appropriately adjusted.

‘‘(B) NO CREDITS AGAINST TAX.—Any in-
crease in tax under this subsection shall not
be treated as a tax imposed by this chapter
for purposes of determining the amount of
any credit under subpart A, B, or D of this
part.

‘‘(C) NO RECAPTURE BY REASON OF CASUALTY

LOSS.—The increase in tax under this sub-
section shall not apply to a cessation of op-
eration of the facility as a qualified child
care facility by reason of a casualty loss to
the extent such loss is restored by recon-
struction or replacement within a reasonable
period established by the Secretary.

‘‘(e) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of this
section—

‘‘(1) AGGREGATION RULES.—All persons
which are treated as a single employer under
subsections (a) and (b) of section 52 shall be
treated as a single taxpayer.

‘‘(2) PASS-THRU IN THE CASE OF ESTATES AND

TRUSTS.—Under regulations prescribed by
the Secretary, rules similar to the rules of
subsection (d) of section 52 shall apply.

‘‘(3) ALLOCATION IN THE CASE OF PARTNER-
SHIPS.—In the case of partnerships, the cred-
it shall be allocated among partners under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary.

‘‘(f) NO DOUBLE BENEFIT.—
‘‘(1) REDUCTION IN BASIS.—For purposes of

this subtitle—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If a credit is determined

under this section with respect to any prop-
erty by reason of expenditures described in
subsection (c)(1)(A), the basis of such prop-
erty shall be reduced by the amount of the
credit so determined.

‘‘(B) CERTAIN DISPOSITIONS.—If during any
taxable year there is a recapture amount de-
termined with respect to any property the
basis of which was reduced under subpara-
graph (A), the basis of such property (imme-
diately before the event resulting in such re-
capture) shall be increased by an amount
equal to such recapture amount. For pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, the term ‘re-
capture amount’ means any increase in tax
(or adjustment in carrybacks or carryovers)
determined under subsection (d).

‘‘(2) OTHER DEDUCTIONS AND CREDITS.—No
deduction or credit shall be allowed under
any other provision of this chapter with re-
spect to the amount of the credit determined
under this section.

‘‘(g) TERMINATION.—This section shall not
apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1999.’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 38(b) of the Internal Revenue

Code of 1986 is amended—
(A) by striking out ‘‘plus’’ at the end of

paragraph (11),
(B) by striking out the period at the end of

paragraph (12), and inserting a comma and
‘‘plus’’, and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(13) the employer-provided child care
credit determined under section 45D.’’

SECTION-BY-SECTION

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE

The bill’s short title is the ‘‘Child Care In-
frastructure Act of 1996’’.

SECTION 2. ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT FOR EM-
PLOYER EXPENSES FOR CHILD CARE ASSIST-
ANCE

This section adds a new business related
credit called the ‘‘employer-provided child
care credit.’’ The credit is set at 50 percent
of eligible expenditures up to a limit of
$150,000 per taxpayer per tax year. Qualified
expenditures mean amounts spent to: build,
rehabilitate or expand a qualified child care
facility for the taxpayer’s employees; to sub-
sidize the operating costs of such a facility;
to contract with a child care facility to pro-
vide services for the taxpayer’s employees;
and to contract with a resource and referral
service for the taxpayers’ employees. The tax
credit will not be available to build, rehabili-
tate, or expand a child care facility if that
facility is also the home of the taxpayer or
one of the taxpayer’s employees.

A child care facility is considered ‘‘quali-
fied’’ if its principle use is to provide depend-
ent care assistance, and if the facility meets
all applicable state licensing requirements
and other regulations. If the facility is a
family day care center located in a home,
i.e., if the facility is the primary residence of
the operator of the facility, then the require-
ment that the facility’s principle use be as a
dependent care center is waived.

A facility also will not be treated as
‘‘qualified’’ unless enrollment is open to em-
ployees of the taxpayer, and unless the facil-
ity does not discriminate in favor of highly
compensated employees. A taxpayer whose
primary business is the provision of depend-
ent care assistance will not be eligible for
the credit unless the taxpayer’s investment
is in a facility in which 30 percent of the en-
rollees are dependents of employees of the
taxpayer. The provision was added to ensure
that for-profit day care centers would not be
eligible for a tax credit simply for engaging
in their primary business by building a cen-
ter. They will, however, be eligible if they
build a center chiefly for the children of
their employees.

Under a set of recapture rules, a taxpayer
who invests in a facility that ceases activity
or changes ownership in less than ten years
will have some of his or her credit clawed
back. The applicable recapture percentage
ranges from 100 percent in years 1 through 3
of the center’s operation to 10 percent in
years 9 and 10.

The credit will be in effect beginning after
December 21, 1996 and sunset on December 31,
1999.∑

By Mr. THOMAS:
S. 2089. A bill to transfer land admin-

istered by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment to the States in which the land is
located; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT LEGISLATION

∑ Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, today, I
introduce legislation that would trans-
fer the lands controlled by the Bureau
of Land Management [BLM] to the
States. This bill is similar to legisla-
tion I introduced in the Senate last
year, but has a number of very impor-
tant changes designed to improve the
measure and ensure these public lands
remain in public hands. In addition,
the measure also protects access to
these lands after they are transferred
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to ensure that multiple use activities
will continue on them when they be-
come State property.

After I introduced S. 1031 last year,
some folks misleadingly claimed my
legislation would allow the States to
selloff the lands that were transferred
to them and give them to the highest
bidder. False claims were also made
that access to these lands for hunting,
fishing, and recreation would be lim-
ited. These attacks may have played
well with the environmental commu-
nity, unfortunately they have nothing
to do with the truth about this effort.

Currently, the BLM controls nearly
270 million acres of land in the United
States. The agency administers over 18
million acres of land in Wyoming and
much more in other Western States.
This landownership pattern puts a
heavy burden on the people of Wyo-
ming and throughout the West and af-
fects our economy and communities
across the West. The bill I am intro-
ducing today would ensure that these
lands remain public—only adminis-
tered by the States rather than the
Federal Government. It is also impor-
tant to note that this bill only deals
with lands administered by the BLM.
This legislation would do nothing to
alter the management of our national
parks, national forests, or wilderness
areas.

Let me be clear, I believe strongly
that the State governments can do a
much better job of managing the BLM
lands in their States. Transferring
these lands to the States is a common-
sense approach to bring public manage-
ment of these areas closer to local peo-
ple. However, I also feel strongly that
these lands should remain public and
available to folks for a variety of uses.
The key is to allow local people to
make decisions regarding management
of these public resources rather than
bureaucrats in Washington, DC.

The principle behind my efforts to
transfer the BLM lands is to give local
people the opportunity to have real
input into how these areas are man-
aged. It has never been the intent of
any supporters of this legislation to
privatize or restrict access to these
public lands. Although the opponents
of this bill use every scare tactic imag-
inable, the real issue regarding my leg-
islation is whether you believe land
management decisions can be made
better by folks in Washington or Chey-
enne? This is not a question about
making public lands private, this is a
question about fairness and who can do
a better job of listening to the concerns
of local people.

I trust the people of Wyoming and
the other States to make the proper
decisions for themselves. Hopefully,
the legislation I introduce today will
allow us to begin focusing on the real
questions in this matter, rather than
the attacks and half-truths used by the
opponents of my bill.∑

By Mrs. BOXER:
S. 2090. A bill to provide for the con-

veyance of certain land in the State of

California to the Hoopa Valley Tribe;
to the Committee on Energy and Natu-
ral Resources.

THE HOOPA VALLEY RESERVATION SOUTH
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT ACT

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce legislation that
would allow the Hoopa Valley Tribe to
obtain lands of deep cultural and his-
torical significance.

The Hoopa Valley Tribe has resided
in Hoopa Valley, beginning at the
mouth of the Trinity River Canyon in
Humbolt County for 10,000 years. In the
1950s, a settlement agreement between
the Hoopa Valley Tribe and the United
States Government designated a 12-by-
12 mile area for the Hoopa Valley Res-
ervation. When this land was surveyed
and demarcated, a ‘‘dog-leg’’ was cre-
ated along the southern boundary
which omitted certain lands the Tribe
has deemed culturally and religiously
significant.

My legislation will remedy this situ-
ation by transferring 2,641 acres of the
Six Rivers National Forest to the
Hoopa Valley Tribe. I join the United
States Forest Service in commending
the Hoopa Valley Tribe for its history
of natural resource management and
expertise. This legislation enjoys broad
bipartisan support in California and in
the House, where it was sponsored by
Congressman FRANK RIGGS.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill, so that we can quickly provide the
Hoopa Valley Tribe with lands nec-
essary to maintain their cultural and
religious heritage.∑

By Mr. PRESSLER (for himself
and Mr. HARKIN):

S. 2091. A bill to provide for small
business and agriculture regulatory re-
lief; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.
THE SMALL BUSINESS AND FARM TRANSPOR-

TATION REGULATORY RELIEF ACT OF 1996

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President,
today I am introducing the Small Busi-
ness and Farm Transportation Regu-
latory Relief Act of 1996. I am pleased
to be joined in this effort by Senator
HARKIN. This legislation is designed to
address transportation and economic
concerns raised recently by the agri-
culture community and small business
owners and operators. These concerns
stem from a U.S. Department of Trans-
portation [DOT] proposal to apply Fed-
eral hazardous materials regulations to
intrastate commerce. Let me explain.

Since 1987, a rulemaking has been un-
derway at DOT to fully impose Federal
hazardous materials regulations on
intrastate commerce. The intent is to
achieve compatibility between Federal
and State hazardous materials trans-
portation regulations. If implemented
as currently planned, however, farmers
and agriculture retailers could face
new costs and regulatory burdens.

Mr. President, I understand the ra-
tionale behind DOT’s push for uniform-
ity in hazardous materials regulations.
Indeed, the Congress has a lengthy
record promoting Federal and State

compatibility of motor carrier and haz-
ardous materials transportation regu-
lations. However, the legitimate need
for exceptions to these regulations
should not be ignored.

States have already achieved general
compatibility with Federal hazardous
materials regulations. In doing so,
some agricultural States have also pro-
vided limited regulatory exemptions in
this area to farmers and retailers.
These exceptions are due to the sea-
sonal nature of the planting and har-
vesting seasons associated with a farm-
er’s work and the minimal risk associ-
ated with the transport of agricultural
production materials.

For example, the very nature of a
farmer’s work requires the use of fuel,
fertilizers, and pesticides. These prod-
ucts are transported from retail sites
to farm and from farm to field, pri-
marily on sparsely traveled roads.
Have these exceptions from stringent
hazardous materials regulations jeop-
ardized safety? No. The record is clear.
Public safety has not been adversely
affected by farmers doing their jobs
free of regulatory burdens.

Mr. President, the agriculture indus-
try has worked to explain its position
to DOT throughout the public com-
ment periods. Unfortunately, we can-
not be sure to what extent DOT will
address these concerns until the rule is
final. Waiting until then could be too
late. Congressional action is necessary
to prevent unnecessary regulations and
economic burdens on our farmers.

The legislation we are introducing
today would ensure States are allowed
to maintain existing exceptions for
farmers and agribusinesses. It also en-
sures States can continue to grant tar-
geted exceptions for farmers in the fu-
ture, as long as such exceptions will
not adversely impact public safety.

In addition to addressing farm-relat-
ed transportation concerns, this legis-
lation would also streamline regu-
latory requirements for small business
operators. It is based on a DOT supple-
mental notice of proposed rulemaking,
Docket No. HM 200, issued March 20,
1996.

The DOT proposal would, in part, ex-
empt certain quantities and types of
hazardous materials from regulations
concerning their transport. These so-
called materials of trade are often the
types of products used by small busi-
nesses across our country. Because
transporting these small quantities of
materials pose minimal risks to public
safety and property, DOT is correctly
proposing to lift the stringent hazard-
ous materials transportation regula-
tions currently imposed on operators.
In my view, and the view of many oth-
ers, DOT is on the right track. How-
ever, Congress should ensure DOT
stays on that track.

According to DOT officials, the rule-
making is expected to be completed by
the end of this year. But there is no
firm deadline. Given this issue has been
part of the rulemaking under consider-
ation for the past 10 years, many small
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business owners are skeptical about
DOT meeting its target date. Indeed,
there is no legal assurance that DOT
will finish what it has started. After
all, Federal agencies are known to miss
target dates for completing
rulemakings or implementing regula-
tions. DOT is no exception.

Small business owners have no way
of knowing when or if the proposed ma-
terials of trade regulatory exceptions
will be a reality. Therefore, we are in-
troducing legislation today to address
this uncertainty and impose a needed
congressional directive. This bill would
establish a deadline for DOT and help
ensure unnecessary regulatory burdens
on small business owners are lifted in a
timely manner. The deadline for DOT
to complete the small business excep-
tion final rule would be December 31,
1996. That is the same date DOT an-
nounced as its target.

Mr. President, I want to acknowledge
the efforts going on in the other body
to address the concerns I have just out-
lined. Representatives DELAY, EWING,
BUYER, and POSHARD have been work-
ing on legislative measures very simi-
lar to the proposal Senator HARKIN and
I are introducing. We share a common
goal. Sound transportation and policy
cannot be achieved by a one-size-fits-
all approach.

I urge my colleagues to join in spon-
soring this very important and nec-
essary legislation and urge its swift
passage.
f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 39

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PELL] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 39, a bill to amend the Magnuson
Fishery Conservation and Management
Act to authorize appropriations, to
provide for sustainable fisheries, and
for other purposes.

S. 55

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 55, a bill to amend title
38, United States Code, to deem certain
service in the organized military forces
of the Government of the Common-
wealth of the Philippines and the Phil-
ippine Scouts to have been active serv-
ice for purposes of benefits under pro-
grams administered by the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs.

S. 607

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
STEVENS] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 607, a bill to amend the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act of 1980 to
clarify the liability of certain recy-
cling transactions, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 880

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SIMPSON] was added as a cosponsor

of S. 880, a bill to enhance fairness in
compensating owners of patents used
by the United States.

S. 912

At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name
of the Senator from California [Mrs.
FEINSTEIN] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 912, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to
the eligibility of veterans for mortgage
revenue bond financing, and for other
purposes.

S. 1379

At the request of Mr. SIMPSON, the
name of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. BURNS] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1379, a bill to make technical
amendments to the Fair Debt Collec-
tion Practices Act, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1967

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. CAMPBELL] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1967, a bill to provide that
members of the Armed Forces who per-
formed services for the peacekeeping
efforts in Somalia shall be entitled to
tax benefits in the same manner as if
such services were performed in a com-
bat zone, and for other purposes.

S. 1987

At the request of Mr. FAIRCLOTH, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. BOND] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1987, a bill to amend titles II and
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
prohibit the use of social security and
medicare trust funds for certain ex-
penditures relating to union represent-
atives at the Social Security Adminis-
tration and the Department of Health
and Human Services.

S. 2054

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. PRESSLER] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2054, a bill to amend the
Higher Education Act of 1965 to exempt
certain small lenders from the audit re-
quirements of the guaranteed student
loan program.
f

SENATE RESOLUTION 295—TO DES-
IGNATE OCTOBER 18, 1996, AS NA-
TIONAL MAMMOGRAPHY DAY

Mr. BIDEN (for himself, Mr. ABRA-
HAM, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BRADLEY,
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BURNS, Mr. CHAFEE,
Mr. COHEN, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr.
D’AMATO, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. DORGAN,
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
FORD, Mr. FRIST, Mr. GLENN, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. GREGG, Mr. HATCH, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JOHNSTON,
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
LOTT, Mr. MACK, Mr. MCCAIN, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. MOY-
NIHAN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mrs. MURRAY,
Mr. PELL, Mr. REID, Mr. ROBB, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. ROTH, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. SIMON, Mr. SMITH, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr.
THOMAS, Mr. THURMOND, and Mr.

WELLSTONE) submitted the following
resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary:

S.RES. 295

Whereas according to the American Cancer
Society, 184,300 women will be diagnosed
with breast cancer in 1996, and 44,300 women
will die from this disease;

Whereas in the decade of the 1990’s, it is es-
timated that about 2,000,000 women will be
diagnosed with breast cancer, resulting in
nearly 500,000 deaths;

Whereas the risk of breast cancer increases
with age, with a woman at age 70 having
twice as much of a chance of developing the
disease than a woman at age 50;

Whereas at least 80 percent of the women
who get breast cancer have no family history
of the disease;

Whereas mammograms, when operated
professionally at a certified facility, can pro-
vide a safe and quick diagnosis;

Whereas experts agree that mammography
is the best method of early detection of
breast cancer, and early detection is the key
to saving lives; and

Whereas mammograms can reveal the pres-
ence of small cancers of up to 2 years or
more before regular clinical breast examina-
tion or breast self-examination (BSE), sav-
ings as many as 30 percent more lives: Now,
therefore, be it.

Resolved, That the Senate designates Octo-
ber 18, 1996, as ‘‘National Mammography
Day’’. The Senate requests that the Presi-
dent issue a proclamation calling upon the
people of the United States to observe such
day with appropriate programs and activi-
ties.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I submit a
resolution designating October 18, 1996
as National Mammography Day.

Over the course of the past 3 years, I
have submitted resolutions that des-
ignate a special day to encourage
women to get mammograms as part of
the early detection process in the fight
against breast cancer. Historically this
day has been designated as October 19,
but because it falls on a Saturday this
year, October 18 will be National Mam-
mography Day.

In 1992 and 1993 a joint resolution was
adopted by the Congress and signed
into law by the President. And, last
year, even though the House refused to
take up commemoratives, this resolu-
tion was approved by the Senate. I feel
that the Senate should again go on
record to continue to educate and raise
the consciousness about the impor-
tance of early detection and the value
of mammography.

Mr. President, according to the
American Cancer Society, national fig-
ures on breast cancer indicate that, in
1996 alone, 184,300 women will be diag-
nosed with breast cancer. Forty-four
thousand three hundred women will
succumb to this disease.

My home State of Delaware still
ranks among the worst in breast can-
cer mortality among the 50 states, with
an estimated 660 new breast cancer
cases and over 160 breast cancer deaths
for 1996.

Although a cure for breast cancer
may be some time away, early detec-
tion and treatment are crucial to en-
sure survival. Studies have shown and
experts agree, that mammography is


		Superintendent of Documents
	2019-05-21T10:44:40-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




